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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
 
Order Instituting Rulemaking to Develop an 
Electricity Integrated Resource Planning 
Framework and to Coordinate and Refine 
Long-Term Procurement Planning 
Requirements. 
 

 
 

Rulemaking 16-02-007 
(Filed February 11, 2016) 

 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING SEEKING 
COMMENT ON STAFF PROPOSAL ON PROCESS 

FOR INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLANNING

This ruling seeks comment from interested parties on the attached Staff 

Proposal titled “Proposal for Implementing Integrated Resource Planning at the 

CPUC: An Energy Division Staff Proposal” (Staff Proposal).   Substantial portions 

of this proposal have already been shared with parties during numerous 

webinars and workshops over the past several months, but the Staff Proposal is 

now being entered into the formal record of the proceeding via this ruling.  

Parties who wish to provide formal comments in response to this ruling 

must file and serve them no later than June 14, 2017.  Reply comments must be 

filed and served by no later than June 26, 2017. 

1. Background

Commission staff has been circulating informal staff working papers, 

conducting webinars and workshops, and seeking informal party comments over 

the course of the past several months.  Following is a list of informal activities that 

were conducted by Commission staff in preparation for the release of the 
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attachments to this ruling.  Commission staff and I appreciate parties’ willingness 

to provide informal comments, which have helped inform, shape, and improve 

the Staff Proposal attached to this ruling. 

 

Original Staff Concept Paper 

August 11, 2016: Staff Concept Paper circulated for 
informal comment 

August 24, 2016: Webinar conducted on staff concept 
paper 

August 31, 2016: Parties provided pre-workshop 
informal comments 

September 26, 2016: Workshop conducted 

Analytical Framework 

September 30, 2016: Staff Analytical Framework 
discussed at September 26, 2016 workshop circulated for 
informal comment 

October 14, 2016: Parties provided informal comments 

Scenario Development 

October 24, 2016: Staff Proposed Approach to Scenario 
Development circulated for informal comment 

October 27, 2016 and November 10, 2016: Webinars 
conducted to discuss scenario development 

November 3, 2016: Parties provided informal comments 

December 16, 2016: Half-day workshop conducted 

December 27, 2016: Staff issued questions related to the 
December 16 workshop discussions 

January 13, 2017: Parties provided informal comments 

Modeling Advisory Group 

October 5, 2016: Staff circulated draft charter for the 
Modeling Advisory Group for informal comment 
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October 14, 2016: Parties provided informal comments 

October 20, 2016, November 3, 2016, November 17, 2016 
and January 12, 2017: Webinars conducted 

December 16, 2016: Half-day workshop conducted 

Load serving entity (LSE)-specific greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 
reduction targets 

November 15, 2016: Staff white paper on implementing 
GHG planning targets for Integrated Resource Planning 
(IRP) circulated 

November 30, 2016: Parties provided informal comments 

December 7, 2016: Parties provided informal reply 
comments 

Electric Sector GHG targets 

February 10, 2017: California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) and California Energy Commission 
(CEC) Joint Staff Paper: Options for Setting GHG 
Planning Targets for Integrated Resource Planning and 
Apportioning Targets among Publicly Owned Utilities 
and Load Serving Entities, circulated for informal 
comment 

February 21, 2017: Parties provided pre-workshop 
informal comments 

February 23, 2017: Joint CEC/CPUC workshop on 
setting GHG targets conducted 

March 9, 2017: Parties provided informal reply 
comments 

In addition to the above informal activities, Assigned Commissioner 

Randolph and I issued a ruling December 21, 2016, which sought comment on 

other aspects of the integrated resource planning process, including the 

appropriate treatment of disadvantaged communities in the IRP process, among 

other items.  Numerous parties filed comments in response to that ruling on 
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February 17, 2017, and reply comments on February 27, 2017.  Those comments 

and replies also informed numerous elements of the Staff Proposal attached to 

this ruling. 

2. Request for Formal Comments

Attached to this ruling is a Staff Proposal which also contains numerous 

appendices, citations, and links to additional items posted on the Commission’s 

web site.  

To guide parties’ and the Commission’s review of these materials, this 

ruling requests that all parties, to the extent they wish, respond in their comments 

to the following  questions about the major recommendations contained in the 

attached Staff Proposal.  

Questions

1. Guiding principles.  Are the guiding principles for IRP 
articulated in Chapter 1 of the Staff Proposal adequate 
and appropriate for Commission policy purposes?  
What changes would you recommend and why? 

2. Disadvantaged communities objectives.  Are the 
objectives for addressing disadvantaged communities in 
IRP in Chapter 1 of the Staff Proposal adequate and 
appropriate in light of the statutory requirements?  
What changes would you recommend and why?  Please 
make reference to the specific objectives and statutory 
requirements in your response. 

3. Overall IRP process.  Comment on the overall IRP 
process proposed in Chapter 2 of the Staff Proposal, 
beginning with the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) establishing greenhouse gas planning targets 
for the electricity sector and ending with the 
Commission procurement and policy implementation.  
What changes would you recommend and why? 

4. 2017-2018 IRP process.  Do you support the Staff 
Proposal’s characterization of the purpose and 
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outcomes of the first round of IRP in 2017-2018?  Why 
or why not? 

5. Electric sector 2030 GHG emissions targets.  Do you 
support using the CARB Scoping Plan as the starting 
point for setting the electric sector GHG emissions 
target or range for 2030? Why or why not? 

6. LSE-specific GHG emissions targets.  

a. Do you support dividing electric sector responsibility 
between publicly-owned utilities (POUs) and LSEs 
regulated by the Commission, as suggested in the Staff 
Proposal?  Why or why not? 

b. Is further differentiation of GHG emissions 
responsibility by LSE based on an overall sectoral 
marginal GHG abatement cost curve or planning price 
reasonable?  Why or why not? 

c. What challenges might individual LSEs encounter in 
preparing their portfolios based on a marginal GHG 
abatement planning price? How might those challenges 
be overcome? 

d. If you recommend a different approach to setting LSE-
specific GHG emissions targets, please describe it in 
detail. 

7. Modeling in 2017-2018.  

a. Do you support use of the RESOLVE modeling 
approach for development of a Reference System Plan 
in 2017-2018?  Why or why not? 

b. If you prefer an alternative approach, describe it in 
detail. 

8. GHG emissions scenarios to be modeled.  

a. Are the four GHG emissions levels for the electric sector 
recommended to be analyzed by staff the appropriate 
ones?  Why or why not? 

b. What alternative targets do you recommend and why? 
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9. Modeling Assumptions.  Do you have any specific 
changes to recommend to the modeling assumptions 
detailed in Chapter 4 and Appendix B of the Staff 
Proposal and the associated spreadsheet Scenario Tool?  
What are they and why? Indicate a publicly-available 
source of your recommended assumptions.  

10. Modeling outputs and metrics.  Are the modeling 
outputs and metrics in Chapter 4 of the Staff Proposal 
reasonable? What changes would you suggest and 
why?  Be as specific as possible about how to quantify 
your recommended metrics. 

11. Sensitivities.  Are the sensitivities defined in Chapter 4 
of the Staff Proposal reasonable?  What changes would 
you suggest and why? 

12. Futures.  Are the alternative futures proposed to be 
modeled in Chapter 4 of the Staff Proposal the 
appropriate ones?  What changes would you suggest 
and why? 

13. Costs.  Is the cost analysis summarized in the Staff 
Proposal appropriate and sufficient for the Commission 
to assess tradeoffs among alternative futures and choose 
the appropriate level of GHG emissions reductions in 
the electric sector by 2030 for which to plan?  Explain. 

14. Risks.  

a. Are there any other risks or criteria that should be 
considered in the portfolio analysis described in the 
Staff Proposal?  

b. How should the risks associated with not achieving the 
State goals listed in Table 4.4 of the Staff Proposal be 
defined and quantified?  Propose an appropriate and 
feasible methodology and explain how the cost of 
reducing each risk can be quantified. 

15. Disadvantaged communities definition.  

a. Is it appropriate to use communities scoring at or above 
the 75th percentage in the California Environmental 
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Protection Agency’s CalEnviroScreen 3.0 Tool as the 
definition of “disadvantaged” for IRP analysis 
purposes?  Why or why not?  

b. Are there any other analyses that could better inform 
the development of metrics to account for the costs and 
benefits of prioritizing disadvantaged communities? 

16. Demand-side resources.  

a. Is the treatment of these resources in the staff’s 
recommended approach reasonable?  What changes 
would you suggest and why? 

b. What additional information, other than modeling, 
might materially affect these resources?  Provide 
specific sources of publicly available information, what 
question(s) the additional information would help 
address, and why you think the information should be 
used.  

c. What market, regulatory, or other barriers could 
prevent or impede an optimal level of procurement for 
each resource area and type of LSE, and what solutions 
would you recommend to address the identified 
barriers?  Explain your answer clearly and provide 
quantitative support using publicly available 
information wherever feasible.  

17. Supply-side resources.  

a. Is the treatment of these resources in the staff’s 
recommended approach reasonable?  What changes 
would you suggest and why? 

b. What additional information, other than modeling, 
might materially affect these resources?  Provide 
specific sources of publicly available information, what 
question(s) the additional information would help 
address, and why you think the information should be 
used.  

c. What market, regulatory, or other barriers could 
prevent or impede an optimal level of procurement for 
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each resource area and type of LSE, and what solutions 
would you recommend to address the identified 
barriers?  Explain your answer clearly and provide 
quantitative support using publicly available 
information wherever feasible.  

18. Short-term investments, actions, or procurement.  Has 
staff identified the correct areas for analysis to 
determine the need for short-term investment or 
procurement activities, including: bulk storage, out of 
state wind, and geothermal resources?  What changes or 
additions would you recommend and why?  

19. Transportation electrification.  

a. Do you support the Staff Proposal’s approach to 
characterizing transportation electrification and the 
uncertainties and impacts associated with it?  Explain. 

b. What tools and/or data could be used to assess how 
electric vehicle deployment could maximize benefits to 
disadvantaged communities? 

20. Reference System Plan development.  

a. What methodology should staff use to develop a 
recommendation for the portfolio to include in the 
Reference System Plan?  

b. If you recommend a scorecard-style approach, what 
weight should be given to each state goal in Table 4.4 of 
the Staff Proposal?  

c. Are there any additional criteria, apart from the goals 
listed in Table 4.4 of the Staff Proposal, that staff should 
also include?  If so, why? 

d. Are there any additional questions or studies that staff 
should address in the Reference System Plan?  If so, 
describe each question or study and explain why you 
think it should be included, considering the limited 
time and resources available.  
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21. LSE filing process. Do you support the approach to LSE 
IRP filing outlined in Chapter 5 of the Staff Proposal?  
Why or why not? 

22. General LSE filing requirements.  

a. Are there any additional general requirements that the 
Commission should require LSEs to include in their 
IRPs?  

b. Are any of the general requirements proposed by staff 
infeasible to provide?  If so, explain what barriers make 
providing the information infeasible, what the risks of 
not requiring the information might be for both 
bundled and unbundled customers, and how that risk 
could be mitigated in another, more feasible way. 

23. Technical LSE filing requirements. 

a. Are there any additional technical requirements that the 
Commission should require LSEs to include in their LSE 
Plans?  Describe in detail. 

b. Are there any staff-recommended technical 
requirements that should be omitted or consolidated?  
Specify. 

c. Are any of the technical requirements proposed by staff 
infeasible to provide?  If so, explain the barriers that 
make providing the information infeasible, the risks of 
not requiring the information (for bundled and 
unbundled customers) and how the risks could be 
mitigated in another, more feasible way. 

24. LSE IRP Filing Template.  Describe any changes you 
recommend to the Staff-recommended template in 
Appendix C and explain why.  

25. Standard and Alternative IRPs.  Do you support the 
staff proposal for standard and alternative IRP filings?  
What changes would you suggest, either to the overall 
approach or to the specific requirements for each, and 
why? 
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26. For individual LSEs:  

a. Do you support the staff recommendation for the type 
of IRP you should file? Why or why not?  

b. If you have an alternative recommendation, please 
describe it in detail.  

27. Individual LSE load determination.  How should the 
Commission determine what load to assign to each LSE 
for IRP filing purposes?  Describe your preferred 
method in detail, such that it can be readily reproduced 
using publicly available information. 

28. For individual LSEs: 

a. What load should you be assigned for 2017-2018 IRP 
purposes? 

b. Describe in detail the methodology associated with 
your proposed load obligation. 

29. Marginal GHG abatement cost/planning price:  Is it 
appropriate and feasible for the Commission to use the 
results of the IRP analysis to inform the inputs for 
certain cost-effectiveness analysis, such as in the 
Integrated Distributed Energy Resource proceeding 
evaluation of the societal cost test for demand-side 
resources?  Why or why not? 

30. Relationship between IRPs and procurement.  

a. Describe your reaction to the Staff Proposal’s 
characterization of how IRP development and approval 
will lead to actual resource procurement in the next few 
years. 

b. Are there any alternative approaches to IRP-based 
procurement that the Commission should consider?  If 
so, describe the approach in detail and explain which 
specific problems it would address with reference to the 
statutory requirements for IRP, while not conflicting 
with other Commission non-IRP statutory 
requirements. 
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c. What existing rules should the Commission consider 
studying to improve the ability of the IRP process to 
achieve its goals (e.g., Renewable Energy Credit banks, 
Renewables Portfolio Standard content categories, etc.)?  
What approaches or methodologies should the 
Commission consider using to study the costs and 
benefits of your proposals? 

d. How should the Commission ensure that LSEs comply 
with their approved IRPs?  Describe your preferred 
approach in detail, with reference to the IRP statutory 
requirements. 

31. Relationship between IRPs and bundled procurement 
plans.  

a. Does the Staff Proposal appropriately characterize the 
relationship?  What changes would you recommend to 
the approach and why? 

b. What interactions between the IRP process and the 
bundled procurement practices and policies should be 
considered in future IRP cycles?  Identify specific 
bundled plan requirements that may need to be 
changed to facilitate coordination with IRP in the 
future. 

32. Disadvantaged communities impacts in procurement.  

a. Do you support the Staff Proposal’s approach to 
assessment of the impacts of procurement on 
disadvantaged communities?  What changes would you 
recommend and why? 

b. What specific quantitative and/or qualitative showings 
should LSEs be required to provide to demonstrate how 
disadvantaged communities were considered in the 
development of their IRPs? 

c. How should the Commission utilize the information 
provided by the LSEs to assess the impacts of 
procurement on disadvantaged communities? 
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33. Cost allocation and cost recovery.  

a. Is the Staff Proposal approach to these issues workable?  
What changes would you recommend and why? 

b. How important is it for the Commission to allocate 
responsibility for deficiencies in the aggregate portfolio 
(of all LSE plans) to individual LSEs? 

c. How should the Commission address the situation 
where one LSE’s IRP is identifiably the cause of a gap in 
meeting the Reference System Plan GHG target for the 
electric sector (e.g., if one LSE does not appropriately 
factor the GHG Planning Price into its IRP)? 

d. How should the Commission assign responsibility for 
procurement of system or flexibility resources when an 
overall deficiency is identified? 

34. Alignment of IRP process with other Commission 
resource proceedings.  

a. Are there obvious opportunities for alignment across 
Commission proceedings that the staff should consider 
in developing a process alignment workplan?  

b. What would be the benefits to coordinating proceedings 
to align based on these opportunities?  

c. Identify any barriers to coordination.  

35. Preferred System Plan. Is the Staff Proposal’s 
recommendation to utilize a Commission-approved 
Preferred System Plan as the basis for input into the 
IEPR and TPP processes appropriate and workable?  
What changes would you recommend and why? 

36. Alignment with CEC’s Integrated Energy Policy Report 
(IEPR) and California Independent System Operator’s 
(CAISO’s) Transmission Planning Process (TPP).  

a. Do you support the Staff Proposal approach to 
coordination with the IEPR and TPP processes?  What 
changes would you recommend and why? 
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b. Are there specific outputs from the IRP process that 
should be included in California’s long-term planning 
processes that were not previously outputs from the 
long-term procurement planning process?  Describe the 
outputs and the benefits of including them.  

c. Are there previous outputs from long-term 
procurement planning that are not anticipated to be 
included in IRP but which may be necessary?  Describe 
the outputs and the benefits of including them.  

37. Regional Planning.   How should the IRP process and 
analysis take into account the potential for CAISO 
regionalization?  

Parties filing and serving comments are requested to organize their 

comments in the same order as and with reference to the questions above, even if 

a party chooses not to answer all questions.  Parties are also free to comment on 

any other aspects of the Staff Proposal not specifically included in the questions 

above; those additional comments should follow the responses to the numerical 

questions.  There is no page limit on the length of comments or reply comments.  

Parties may file and serve comments by no later than June 14, 2017.  Reply 

comments may be filed and served by no later than June 26, 2017.  

3. Schedule of Activities

To facilitate parties’ understanding of the attached Staff Proposal, 

Commission staff plan to host an informational webinar, designed for parties to 

ask clarifying questions, on May 24, 2017.  Further details about the webinar will 

be posted to the Commission’s Daily Calendar and shared with the service list of 

this proceeding.  

Following receipt of parties’ comments on the Staff Proposal, Commission 

staff plans to finalize and release a draft of the Reference System Plan described in 
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the Staff Proposal.  This proposed Reference System Plan will be released for 

comment by a ruling similar to this one.  

The proposed Reference System Plan will include a summary of the 

modeling platform details and documentation, a summary of the candidate 

portfolios evaluated, a recommended portfolio, and all analytical results of the 

modeling.  A formal workshop will follow the release of the proposed Reference 

System Plan, and parties will be invited to submit formal comments and reply 

comments. 

All of the above materials will form the basis of a proposed decision to be 

brought before the Commission in Fall 2017 that will give guidance and set out 

requirements for all LSEs who are required to file IRPs.  

These activities are summarized in the table below, with expected 

timeframes. 

Activity Expected Timing 

Public webinar on IRP Staff Proposal May 24, 2017 

Comments due on Staff Proposal June 14, 2017 

Reply comments due on Staff Proposal June 26, 2017 

Ruling to issue proposed Reference System Plan and 
associated analysis 

July 2017 

Workshop(s) on proposed Reference System Plan 
July and August 2017 
(details to follow) 

Comments due on proposed Reference System Plan August 2017 

Reply comments due on proposed Reference System 
Plan 

August or September 
2017 

Modeling Advisory Group meeting to discuss modeling 
changes needed in 2018 

September 2017 

Proposed Decision on IRP filing requirements and 
Reference System Plan 

Fall 2017 
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Activity Expected Timing 

IRP filings by individual LSEs First Quarter 2018 

LSE IRPs evaluated by Commission 
Second and Third 
Quarter 2018 

LSE IRPs adopted or modified by Commission End of 2018 

IRP guidance transmitted to CAISO and CEC for TPP 
and IEPR purposes 

Early 2019 

 

IT IS RULED that: 

1. The Staff Proposal attached to this ruling is hereby entered into the formal 

record of this proceeding. 

2. Parties may file and serve comments in response to the Staff Proposal 

attached to this ruling by no later than June 14, 2017.  Parties should respond to 

the questions in Section 2 of this ruling with reference to specific question 

numbers.  Comments on any and all other aspects of any of the Staff Proposal 

attachment may follow.  

3. Parties may file and serve reply comments by no later than June 26, 2017. 

Dated May 16, 2017, at San Francisco, California. 

 

 

  /s/  JULIE A. FITCH 

  Julie A. Fitch 
Administrative Law Judge 
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